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REMARKS 

Claims 1, 4-5, 7-8, 11-12. 14-25 and 27-34 are pending in the present 
application. Claims 2-3, 6, 9-10, 13 and 26 have been cancelled. Claims 1, 11, 16- 
20, 23 and 29-30 have been amended. Claims 1, 16, 17, 18 and 19 are independent 
claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. 8103 

Claims 1, 4-5. 7-8, 14, 16-20, 25, 29 and 32-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kikuchi et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,870,523) and 
further in view of Hirayama et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,819.003). 

Independent claim 1 has been amended to recite, among other things, that (1) 
the navigation management information includes at least one entry point map where 
the entry point map contains angle change information corresponding to each of a 
plurality of video blocks; and (2) each of the video data blocks includes at least one 
entry point, the change angle information being associated with the entry point. 
Similar language has been added to independent claims 16, 17, 18 and 19. While 
each of the aforementioned independent claims are directed to different classes of 
invention. Applicants' remarks are generally directed to distinctions between the cited 
references and certain features of each of the independent claims, including the 
amendments noted above. For at least the reasons set forth below. Applicants submit 
that the combination of references fail to teach the currently presented claims for at 
least the following reasons. 

First, the Kikuchi reference falls to teach "navigation management information 

including at least one entry point map, the entry point map having angle change 

information." The Examiner has relied on Figure 37, step S23 in Figure 40 and 

Column 27, lines 5-44 of the reference to conclude that if angle data is present, the 
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Kikuchl et al. system then retrieves the "next cell address" to perform an angle change 
at the "next cell address", which is permitting an angle change when there is angle 
data provided. If no angle data is provided, a message is displayed that the angle 
change is not permitted. The Examiner relies upon these sections to conclude that the 
reference teaches having navigation management information with angle change 
information corresponding to each of a plurality of video data blocks as was previously 
submitted in independent claim 1. 

However, navigation data in Kikuchi merely indicates a destination address for 
the angle cell number. It does not. in contrast, teach having at least one entry point 
map, where the entry point map has angle change information corresponding to each 
of a plurality of video data blocks. As such. Kikuchi et al. is insufficient to teach or 
otherwise suggest the subject matter of claim 1 as amended, nor the subject matter of 
the other independent claims which contain similar language. 

The cited references also fail to teach having angle change information 
indicating whether an angle change is permitted or not. and further indicated where 
the angle change is permitted. Kikuchi teaches a NSLS_ANGL (angle information), but 
there the angle information merely indicates an address of the data unit related to an 
angle to which a current angle of the scene to be produced is to be switched. In direct 
contrast, the amended claims are clearly distinguishable as teaching, among other 
things, whether and where the angle change occurs. None of the references cited by 
the Examiner in support of the current rejections teach having this information 
separately provided. 

Additionally, the cited references fail to teach change angle information 

associated with an entry point. Since the change angle information is associated with 

an entry point, the subject matter of the independent claims as amended is capable of 

determining whether or not the angle change is permitted and where the angle change 
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is permitted for the respective entry points. None of the cited references teach having 
such information associated with each entry point and that such information is angle 
change information. 

Lastly, the references, neither alone nor in combination, teach an angle change 
from a current angle to a requested angle being performed if the angle change is 
permitted where the current angle is maintained until a position at which exit of the 
current angle is permitted. The Examiner acknowledges that the primary reference 
fails to specify the production of the video data of the current angle being maintained 
until a reproduction position reaches a position at which the angle change is 
permitted. To cure this deficiency in the primary reference, the Examiner relies on 
Hirayama as teaching the production of video data of the current angle being 
maintained until a reproduction position reaches a position at which the angle change 
is permitted. The Examiner relies on Figure 3B and Column 6, lines 12-38, Figure 
20A and Column 15. lines 30-42 as teaching that an angle change happens after the 
completion of the previous angle. 

Relying on these portions of the secondary reference, the Examiner concludes 
that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the 
teachings of the secondary reference into the primary reference to allow the user to 
proceed scenes which a user wishes to enjoy and to reduce the user's anxiety from 
controlling the angle change. Applicants submit that the Examiner's extrapolation of 
the secondary reference, in combination with Klkuchl et al., is unsupported by a 
careful reading of the references. 

Hirayama simply discloses a different concept than that recited in the presented 

claims. In Column 6, lines 19-26, the reference states 

Then, when this program data is reproduced, the program bar #0 is 
reproduced first, and a menu is displayed immediately after the last 
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frame of the program bar #0 has been reproduced. Hius, the user can 
select any of the following scenes. 

Thus, the secondary reference does not teach, among other things. (1) where the angle 

change is permitted or (2) that the current angle is maintained until the current angle 

change is permitted. In Hirayama, the program proceeds along program bar #0 until it 

reaches the end of a segment. At that time, a menu is displayed to enable the user to 

select multiple views. There is no indication from the reference as to when a change 

angle is permitted since the option is only presented to the user at the end of a 

particular segment. The reference fails to teach information to indicate when a change 

angle is permitted. Furthermore, there is no provision in the reference to suggest that 

the current angle view be maintained until the system determines that an angle 

change is permitted. This is true since the menu to provide the user with multiple 

angle options is only displayed at the point at which the multi-scene views are 

available. Very simply, the user is not given the opportunity to pursue an angle 

change other than when an single change is actually permitted. As such, the 

secondary reference is incapable of curing the deficiencies with the primary reference. 

While Applicants have focused their arguments with respect to certain positions 

of the Examiner, the Applicants' decision not to separately address each and every 

interpretation and application of the reference to the claims as previously presented 

should not be considered an admission that the Examiner's interpretation is correct 

and conceded to by Applicants. Applicants reserve the right to traverse the 

Examiner's interpretation of the references in the future, if necessary. In addition. 

Applicants have also focused their remarks on particular distinctions between the 

independent claims as amended and the combination of references set forth by the 

Examiner. There may be additional distinctions set forth in the dependent claims 

which further distinguish Applicants' presented claims from the references cited. 
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Again, Applicants reserve the right to traverse any future rejections by the Examiner 
as they may apply to the dependent claims. 

Claims 2-3, 11, 23-24, 26 and 30-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kikuchi et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,870,523) and Hirayama et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,819,003) as applied to claims 1, 4-5, 7-8, 14. 16-20, 25, 29 and 32- 
34 above, and further in view of Tsumagarl et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,556,774). 

Claims 2, 3 and 26 are all cancelled thus rendering this rejection moot. Claim 
11 is dependent on claim 1; claims 30 and 31 are directly or indirectly dependent on 
Independent claim 17; and, claims 23 and 24 are dependent on independent claim 19. 
As such, each of these dependent claims represent allowable subject matter for at 
least the reasons set forth above with regard to their respective independent claims. 

Claims 12 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kikuchi et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,870,523) and Hirayama et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
5,819,003). as applied to claims 1, 4-5, 7-8, 14, 16-20, 25, 29 and 32-34 above, and 
further in view of Sato et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5.884,004). 

Claims 12 and 15 are. directly or indirectly, dependent on independent claim 1 
as amended. As such. Applicants submit that each of these claims represent 
patentable subject matter for at least the reasons set forth above with regard to claim 
1. 

Claims 21-22 and 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kikuchi et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5.870,523) and Hirayama et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 5.819.003) as applied to claims 1. 4-5. 7-8. 14. 16-20. 25. 29 and 32-34 
above, and further in view of Na et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,504,996). 

Claims 21 and 22 are directly, or indirectly, dependent on independent claim 

18. Claims 27 and 28 sure directly or indirectly dependent on independent claim 16. 

Applicants submit that each of these dependent claims represent allowable subject 

Page 15 



AppUcation No. 10/607,984 
Attorney Docket No. 46500-000534/US 

matter for at least the reasons set forth above with respect to the independent claim 
from which they depend. 



CONCLUSION 

Accordingly, in view of the above amendments and remarks, reconsideration of 
the objections and rejections and allowance of each of claims 1, 4-5, 7-8, 11-12, 14-25 
and 27-34 in connection with the present application is earnestly solicited. 

Should there be any outstanding matters that need to be resolved in the 
present application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned 
at the telephone number listed below. 

If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and 
future replies, to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 
08-0750 for any additional fees required under 37 C.F.R § 1,16 or under 37 C.F.R. 
§1.17; particularly, extension of time fees. 

Respectfully submitted, 

HARNESS, DICKEY, & PIERCE, P.L.C. 




Terry L. (Zfark, Reg. No. 32.644 
P.O. B;e(x8910 
Reston. Virginia 20195 
(703) 668-8000 



TLC/dab 
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